Abstract. Satisfying user needs and expectations requires that information polices be current, flexible, and in alignment with those needs and expectations. Publishers and librarians must develop the policies, practices, and procedures that will facilitatenot inhibit -the use of their information and maximize its value to the user. They need to move beyond the "this is how we have always done it" mindset and re-evaluate policies on a regular basis. This interactive panel discussion was organized to take a look at some of the issues that concern content providers and librarians, such as the re-use, replication and sharing of data, social media, data mining, and others.
Introduction
Christopher Kenneally, the Panel Moderator, opened the session noting that his hotel room looks toward the Potomac River and the runways of the Ronald Reagan Washington National Airport. That morning he watched the slow, careful choreography of jets and turboprops as they ascended and descended from the tarmac. He commented that these 21st-century marvels of engineering were hardly alone for the morning commute. Automobiles snaked through the streets below his room while metro cars and freight trains ran along nearby tracks like children's toys. He said that the scene unfolding below They are very aware that in addition to meeting the needs of our users, scientists, and researchers in the science-interested public, we need to meet the needs of our authors and ensure that ASM continues to be a place where outstanding microbiology and allied sciences is published.
So there is within our organization a renewed emphasis on marketing to the author and making sure that we understand the author's needs and wants, making sure that our publications go to press -or become available even pre-publication -quickly. We do have a real focus on this and I don't believe that anybody at this point in our history is oblivious to the needs of the author and how important authors are to us.
But we also are struggling with the fact that I said in my first remarks that the revenue that we get from publications is over forty percent of our overall revenue, and while the Society is very financially stable, we don't have tons of money. We cannot be cavalier about our finances. And so we do worry about what will happen to that revenue. I think there's pretty much general agreement that we will never make enough from the author processing charges that we have in place. We will never make up our subscription revenue. So both ASM and I in particular have two different roles. The first is to be good business people and remain aware of our costs and our revenues. The second is to support the Society's mission of making scientific knowledge freely-available. So open access is certainly an ideal to which we hold. The problem for ASM and for other society publishers of similar size is that we haven't identified the magic business model that will take us from the subscription model to the open access model.
Librarians -and I am a librarian by background, so I'm not beating up on some outside group -are congratulating themselves right now on making open access happen. They have gotten publishers to make their stuff available for free, and that's nice.
But the big publishers are in a place where it's not all that scary for them to launch a new open access journal because it's actually an additional revenue stream for them. OK, it may not recover costs, but it's a new revenue stream. And the large, well-established commercial publishers are pretty secure in their subscription revenue. As long as impact factors matter to people, the large commercial publishers that have many titles, many packages, are getting another revenue stream and are able to straddle both sides. ASM is small and publishes only thirteen journals, two of which are open access. We will be introducing two more in the coming year. For a publisher like us, it's not easy to switch over to open access. If there's somebody who wants to argue with me about this, I am certainly willing to talk about it.
I'm taking too much time. But I recommend reading, if you have not already done so, a book by Cory Doctorow entitled Information Doesn't Want to be Free. His thesis is not that we should put everything behind a paywall, but that we need to value information and have a valuation on information that allows us to pay the people who need to be paid to provide the value-added services. The value-added services are not only those provided by the publisher, but also the kinds of things that we heard discussed by the startups in the prior panel.
KENNEALLY: I'll get back to a point you made in just a moment, but that information wants to be free thing is a small hobbyhorse of mine. At the Copyright Clearance Center, we hear that a lot, but people forget that there's a second part to that statement. Stewart Brand, the creator of the Whole Earth Catalog, was the one who said information wants to be free. He said it a long time ago, and then he continued on saying that "information also wants to be expensive".
When he was thinking of free, he wasn't thinking in terms of no cost. He meant freely available. And I found it a rather amusing point that Micah Altman made yesterday morning, saying that "information wants somebody else to pay for it". That really struck home with me (see the section on "summing up the rules" in Altman's paper that appears elsewhere in this issue).
But one thing that I would like to note, if I can, Martha -and then I want to take this to Judith as wellis that one of the things that will happen as you begin to focus your services and your approach on the author community is that you will be getting much closer to the author. You will be collecting data about the author. In fact, you will have more information about that particular customer than you've ever had before. What kind of thinking, what kind of policy questions does that kind of data collection raise for you?
WHITTAKER: Wow, that's an interesting question. We've always been interested in authors because our members are, in large part, authors themselves. Many of our members of scientists. So I guess the policy changes for us are more around -KENNEALLY: There's probably a need for transparency, right? You want to make sure your authors are aware.
WHITTAKER: Exactly. One of the areas in which my organization could certainly do better is in understanding our customers, both our members and the vast number of non-member customers that we have. Kudos (see: https://www.growkudos.com/) other allied services, and the startups that are working with us now, are important to us because they bring us a new level of understanding of both our authors and out customers, and we are concerned about all of these same things, the privacy issues. We know that we have a responsibility to use the information that we have about authors and members responsibly, but there certainly is a lot more information available now and using it wisely is our challenge.
KENNEALLY: Judith Russell, your library is moving increasingly toward digital. In fact if it is not already there at one hundred percent, it must be getting very close indeed. I know that you've been involved in a number of projects to move from the paper collections to digital, saying goodbye, essentially, to a lot of that paper. But that makes the library kind of a data warehouse, and it must have implications for policy as well. Talk about that.
RUSSELL: Well, it's an interesting contrast between the elimination of physical inventory and the fact that attendance at the library has never been higher. One of the slides presented earlier in this conference noted that students are at the library, but that they are not there to read the books. They are using online resources, collaborating, and doing many other things.
So on the one hand we have a high demand for technology-rich spaces for students, and on the other hand, the average faculty member you talk to can't remember when they were last in the library. Not all of them, but quite a number of them will say things like that. So they're very reliant on the content, and they're very conscious that a lot of that content flows to them through licenses that the library funnels to them by our fee structure and our payments to publishers. But it does make it difficult to maintain the identity of the library in the same way as in the past when the library was referred to as the heart of the university. That was at a time when the scholarship required physically going to the library.
So it does mean that we have to do much more in terms of outreach and liaison work so that we are where the faculty are and we contact them in their own space, not waiting for them to come into our space. And I believe that this is similar to what the publishers are doing in trying to reach out to them and not be passive in their relationships with users and authors (see also David Schumaker's discussion of the librarian's role in a paper published elsewhere in this issue).
KENNEALLY: But with regard to the library as a data repository, again, that has an impact on policy. I suppose in the past, when it was a more physical institution, you had to have curation policies. If you had particularly rare volumes, they had to be preserved in safe environments, etc. What are the challenges of having so much data and needing it to be accessible not only today, but also in the future? What kinds of policy issues does that raise? RUSSELL: Well, certainly, we are very sensitive to all the issues around copyright and fair use and being sure that we have the appropriate copyright permissions for anything that we are creating or hosting digitally and that we've articulated as clearly as possible the policy decisions that underlie that.
We're certainly very conscious -as I think all of us are with our electronic content -that the stability of the physical book in someone's hands is very different than the stability of the electrons, so it's kind of a constant reassessment of where technology is going and how we're going to migrate things forward.
To take a simple example, I'm sure all of us have experienced having word processing files where the platform changed over time and critical things typically were migrated forward, but a lot of older things were not. So we're constantly looking at how we're preserving the content, how we're migrating it forward, and trying to be out in front of that, trying to anticipate it so that we don't find that it's obsolete before we get there. And it's a resource question.
KENNEALLY: And the library is not only creating data, is the way I'm thinking of it, when it digitizes all that existing physical material, but it is also as building its own collections. You've got a collection looking at the history and the development of the Panama Canal, and I believe a lot of that is not immediately catalogable, speaking as a non-librarian here. So in other words, you need to create the data as well as the metadata that goes with it, and that itself has raised policy issues. And you've made some very important choices that have been based on your experience working at the Government Printing Office (GPO). So tell us about that. What were the choices you made regarding that data that you are now creating, and how were the choices informed by a very particular experience you had at GPO? RUSSELL: One of the policies that I initiated and which a number of other research libraries are now following is that as we create original cataloging records, we're putting a declaration in them that they're to be continuously made publically available. We are trying to ensure that metadata is widelyand freely-available because that is the path that gets people back to the content. We do not want any downstream restrictions on the use of any data that we've spent a lot of time and effort creating in order to make things visible and accessible. So that's one example of what we're doing with metadata.
We've done some interesting things. You mentioned the Digital Library of the Caribbean. We have multiple languages. All of our metadata is available in English, but we are also making sure that the metadata is available in the language of the original publication, so if we have something in Haitian Creole, the assumption is that somebody who could read that if they downloaded it or accessed it, they might be better able to find it using metadata that's in the language of publication. So we've had to adapt our systems and our policies to allow for the metadata to occur in multiple languages and to keep it consistent as we move among languages.
There have been a lot of those kinds of things where we've had to make a commitment about what how our platform responds to the fact that we're in a multilingual community.
KENNEALLY: And it also says to me that there really isn't anything you could take for granted. So in the discussion around the creation of data, you really have to think it through and imagine how the user will need to access it or how they will want to use it. And just if you could, tell the audience about how at the GPO, which is constantly creating data that is by definition of the law, uncopyrighted, and yet people are coming along and taking it and copyrighting it.
RUSSELL: Well, not copyrighting it, but rather imposing copyright-like restrictions, I guess would be a more accurate way.
KENNEALLY: Fair enough. RUSSELL: When I was at the Government Printing Office (now the Government Publishing Office) we were creating a huge number of cataloging records each year for government publications that were then available to all of libraries who had collections of government publications.
When I got to the University of Florida and we were looking at digitizing material that came out of the government documents collections, I discovered that we were not getting our records directly from the GPO, but from a third party. We and many other libraries had signed contracts allowing that third party to assert proprietary rights in those records even though they were a government work and under copyright law, they were not able to be copyrighted. We worked with the company that was doing it and they backed away from their restrictions and altered their contracts going forward. But that was what started us down the path of feeling that we needed to have an open declaration embedded in every record so that it was clear that this was a public domain record, and that even if somebody else picked it up and used it another way -and we do want people to use and reuse our metadata -but in doing so they cannot impose usage restrictions.
KENNEALLY: And Brian O'Leary, I know you're something of an evangelist when it comes to data and the importance of it for publishing moving forward, and particularly standards around the data. It's perhaps true, isn't it, that there really isn't a point in collecting that data if you don't have some intention to do something with it.
O'LEARY: Yes, I think that's a truism. I think that the underlying point that we haven't quite touched on explicitly is satisfying demand. I think the first thing you have to do is understand demand, because I think we're moving from essentially supply-management to demand-management, and that's a very different model. A few years ago I was writing about this and talked about the importance of being open, accessible, and interoperable as a principle. The critical role that context or metadata plays in discovery is a principle, and yet metadata has often been seen as a supply chain thing rather than a demand piece.
KENNEALLY: Great point. O'LEARY: And so, when you reconceive metadata as a component of demand it becomes a whole different ballgame, and policies need to shift along that line as well. The third thing I thought was, you compete on breadth of use, not cost. Being efficient is not a really good thing, but having your content widely-dispersed, widely-used, and widely-reused is good. And business models need to be developed, but we tend to go to the business model first rather than talk about what the demand piece was. And the final thing is -and I think some libraries are getting involved in this, and certainly publishers as wellis that you've got to provide tools to help readers manage abundance. There's just too much content, and this has been a recurring theme here at the conference.
The problem with these four -I'm not sure that they rise to the level of principles, but these four ideas -is that they represent a world view that does not exist widely. It's hard for people to first say let's organize the information this way, because you've had this experience. And after having first organized the data then turn their attention to the business model? How are we going to pay for it? This is a systemic problem and that's one of the reasons I'm glad that NFAIS made this a core theme of this conference.
RUSSELL: I think part of the problem is related to sustainability, and it applies to the publishers, societies, and libraries. Research libraries have historically had a role in preserving intellectual knowledge for future generations as well as supplying it to the current one, so we've tended to focus on building collections for current use with anticipation of future use. Most of us don't have the same financial luxury as we did before, but we're still very conscious of the fact that we can't really know what users are going to want and need of these materials five and ten years from now. And so our institutional responsibility and our relationship with the publishers is a really important one to try to assure that while we're focused on the current demand, we don't lose sight of that responsibility for what future users are going to need.
KENNEALLY:
We cannot know what we don't know, and that's just life. If you're playing tennis, you can't know where your opponent is going to hit the ball, and I guess for Brian O'Leary that's important because policy is usually about command and control and rigidity and all those sort of negative aspects.
O'LEARY:
Historically, yes. KENNEALLY: Historically, that has been true. And what I think you're suggesting in your blogging is that publishing needs to be agile, responsive, and so forth. So I guess that presents a kind of a riddle. How do you make policy move from that kind of etched-in-stone model to a make-it-up-as-you-go-along model?
O'LEARY: I think you'd say that it's really hard. RUSSELL: It's fun, but hard. O'LEARY: It's brick-by-brick. I think for me, what I would say is that you start with either the world view or a few scenarios. This is what the world could look like in five years. I have my four, but everyone else can have theirs. And I think once you start -and particularly if you accept the idea that it's more of a demand-generation than a supply-generation, a lot of other things begin to shift.
The thing that was most compelling for me, and I keep coming back to this, was an NFAIS event about four years ago. Thane Kerner from Silverchair was speaking and he said that their goal is to be part of workflow. Essentially, wherever the demand is, they want to be there -they want to be seen as a core component of the tool. And it really stuck with me, obviously, and I wound up writing about it in 2012 when O'Reilly Media put on a Tools of Change meeting in conjunction with the Charleston Library Conference. I was writing about it and I just said that authoring and repository as functions really have to be organized to deliver content that's distribution-ready. And the second thing that came out of Thane's comments is that competition takes place at the level of use. If you really want to be visible and useful for a particular audience, you have to be there when they need it. And that's what I think a lot of libraries are trying to do with their content right now. I don't know how many publishers are trying to do that.
KENNEALLY: Martha Whittaker, I know that's what ASM is trying to do in developing publications. You have this so-called responsive design -being sure that you're available from the mobile devices and so forth, so that being there when the researcher wants the content is critical to ASM. Perhaps you can tell us a bit about it.
WHITTAKER: Yes, I think being there when they need the content is key. We have had the book and the journal format for so long that had become very predictable, and I don't think we have made the jump quite yet to fully understanding and accepting that in the mobile phone/smartphone/tablet environment, today's content no longer has to work exactly like a book. And this change opens up all sorts of wonderful possibilities for us, but it's also a challenge. And this is a truism for all of you -those devices are changing so quickly that trying to keep up with them and trying to design the one responsive design that works responsibly for everything is really hard.
For a publishing organization like mine, where we don't have a big R&D division, we have to partner with people, and we're actually thrilled that there are people out there who are working on some of these various ways to present content with whom we can partner, because we can't do it ourselves. But we are trying to do some things. I don't know that any of you have been to the ASM website. It's really awful. It's organized to reflect the structure of the organization, and there's no reason to do that. So we're embarking on a new web design project which we will organize around our audiences. I think that's extremely important to figure out who and why someone is coming and to develop personas around that and make the website so that it is responsive to the customer -even if you're just talking about a straight HTML website.
KENNEALLY: And even in terms of media format, so it's not simply text. The book, the journal, all of that, were driven by text and complemented by illustrations in the past. But today, the researcher may want to see a video of an experiment or a method rather than read about it.
And you heard the startup conversations that have occurred Sunday and this morning, and what they really to say to me is that is that they are trying to figure out ways to break apart the traditional publishing model. Protocols.io is giving the user just enough information to tell them if they are on the right track. They are not going to give them every monograph. Frequently the user just wants the financial results or the operation results that are in an Excel spreadsheet. Why then do they then have to sit there and retype the whole darned thing? And so often that occurs because that's the way we do it, and I think if we started thinking about taking apart the content, we'd be in a better place.
KENNEALLY: And Martha, this is a real challenge at ASM right now. WHITTAKER: Yes. I just want to make a plug for going to meetings like this. A week before last, I was at a meeting held by the Professional/Scholarly Publishing Division (PSP) of the Association of American Publishers. I think a lot of you were, too. I have two things about this very topic that I kind of picked up on at that meeting and here.
As I said earlier, I'm a librarian. In the earliest days of my career, I was a librarian. I was actually a cataloguer. So to me metadata means all that bibliographic information, and I had this kind of moment of enlightenment yesterday when people were saying that metadata is really the advertisement for your content. You can draw people in by how well you present your metadata. And that was kind of new to me. I've always thought of metadata as just that stuff that you need so that people can find things. But if you think about your metadata carefully and how it can draw eyes and then design your metadata carefully it will draw people in. Metadata takes on a new meaning, not just the library meaning or not just a bunch of numbers in fixed fields. It becomes a very vibrant way of marketing your content.
The other interesting thing I learned at PSP was about "chunking" the book, essentially breaking books apart, and this kind of goes to what Brian was saying. You may not want all of the book. You just want this chart. And that's very interesting for publishers, because we've got all this data. We should be able to repackage it and customize it for different users.
For me there were two things that were really important. One is that you've got to have standard metadata so that you know what you have. The second is that you also need to know what you own, because you can't just take apart a book and assume that you have the same rights to the individual parts that you have to the book overall.
KENNEALLY: And, Brian O'Leary, I know this is a subject you've thought a lot about. And from a policy perspective, what are the ways you work with publishers to get them to understand this challenge and the importance of thinking in this direction? O'LEARY: I was going to come back to the policy piece. If you've gotten past the world view thing that it's okay to break things apart, then we need to be agile, and the rules may have only a limited shelf life, so maybe we'll do this for a year and we'll revisit it, which is not typical policy. Maybe it's two years, but there's a shelf life on each policy and essentially a revisiting. It goes a long way.
I also try to encourage folks to not conflate policy with the business model. How we make money is not policy. What you really want to think about is, how are we going to serve the purpose, the mission, of the organization, whatever it is, whether it's a for-profit publisher, a library, a society? And then execute on that.
To the disaggregation piece, I was on Twitter yesterday, only because I wanted to keep up with the NFAIS feed. But one of my colleagues, Jane Friedman, who use to work at F&W and edit Writer's Digest, tweeted that she would buy so many cookbooks if only they came with a digital recipe file that she could import into Paprika, which is the tool. Users may pay more potentially for something that gives them greater functionality, or perhaps if we borrow from the EBSCO example we heard yesterday, I'll pay the same for that greater functionality (see Tim Collin's article that is published elsewhere in the issue). There are lots of different opportunities, but it starts with the notion of the problem(s) that the users need us to solve.
KENNEALLY: Right. And, Brian, I think it's important that you brought Jane Friedman and Writer's Digest and authors, trade authors, self-published authors, into this discussion, because there's a lot to learn from other segments of the publishing world. And to the point that Martha was making about metadata as advertisement, a lot of self-published authors recognize that. That's the core of how they approach distributing their work, selling their work, and so there are some lessons here. Maybe the next conference is going to bring in somebody from the self-publishing world to tell us what they know that we can use in our worlds.
But, Judith Russell, there was a point I wanted to discuss with you very briefly around data, which is the so-called approach to data mining and what this is going to mean to the relationship that the university library has with researchers and with publishers. I know this is a policy question you've been facing.
RUSSELL:
And that is something that we're increasingly embedding into the licenses that we have with various e-journal publishers and others. We are members of the HathiTrust, and we're actually sending some people up to their research camp within the next month or so to learn more about what kind of data mining can be done there. It's of increasing interest to our faculty, and even to some of our students, to really use content in very nontraditional ways for linguistic and data analysis. As a result we believe that this is a skill set that we need to have in order to help them do it. We need to understand what they're doing and what support they need from us to do it. And because we are still the major intermediary between them and much of the content that we deliver, we need to be looking out for those usage rights and privileges for the content to which subscribe.
And I think sometimes that's hard for the publishers. It's hard even for other data aggregators who aren't necessarily selling us or licensing us the content, but who still have concerns. Data mining is a wholly different use and they are trying to understand and figure out the policy implications for themselves. Do I care about that? Should I be restricting usage in some way? Because it is new. KENNEALLY: That's a really great point, Judith. So these are raising questions which really weren't of concern before. Where did I get this data? How can I use it? Is it ethical? Do the people that we collected this data from know that their data was going to be used in this way? These are questions which are a part of the national discussion around national security, but also part of the discussions you are having within your university.
RUSSELL: Yes, absolutely. And I really agree with what Brian was saying about the policies. We've begun to institute within the library and within several of the consortia in which we participate a very regular basis of policies, because a decision that we collectively made and cast into stone five years ago may be completely wrong now.
That's actually an activity I'm doing right now for a meeting that's coming up in a couple of weeks I am looking at policy decisions and bringing them back to the table to have people say, yes, that's still a valid decision, or oh, no, things have moved on and we now need to change it.
We are not all in the habit of doing that. A policy gets written. It gets plastered up on the wall or filed in the filing cabinet or whatever you do with it, until an event or something comes up that causes you to say that the policy is now in my way. But we shouldn't be doing that. We shouldn't be waiting until we hit the wall and discover that policy is an obstacle. We should be looking back at those things on a recurring basis and trying to make sure that we're thinking out of the box and anticipating.
O'LEARY: Yes, sunset dates would be a good thing. RUSSELL: Yes, it would be great for a lot of policies.
the danger with policies is that we focus too much on the risk avoidance and not enough on opening opportunities. KENNEALLY: As the moderator, I have a policy of making sure the audience gets a chance to ask some questions, so I'm going to hope that there are questions here in the audience, and indeed, I saw a hand right away.
O'LEARY: Goodbye, Chris. AUDIENCE MEMBER: I want to challenge the assertion that we know what our users want. When I look at the models for design these days, whether it's Stanford School or IDEO, they get in front of their users, they visit them, and they study how they use information. The points being made about the user wanting to download an Excel file lead me to conclude that it's either we don't know, or that we haven't acknowledged it at the level where we can implement it, where we're able or willing or capable of doing something about it, because we all live in this ecosystem based on policies and procedures and economic models that have us all focused on our particular daily activity, and this really may require out-of-the box thinking. So I just welcome the comments and observations of the speakers about what you see in your world as the biggest opportunity to serve the user and the biggest challenge, and what will it take to get there.
KENNEALLY: Biggest opportunity at the University of Florida, Judith Russell. RUSSELL: Well, I think it is to try to be more dynamic and more directly engaged and responsive. But the flip side is that we're outnumbered by a lot more than a thousand to one. So we do have to aggregate, just as each of you does, an understanding of groups of users to whom we can be responsive, because at the moment, our tools don't really let us be as responsive as we might like to be to every user as an individual. So we really are focusing on where can we see patterns of use and patterns of demand where we can adapt and respond, not to ignore the one-offs, but because it's just almost impossible to respond to the one-offs in the short term.
O'LEARY: I kind of left that impression probably a little bit in your head. What I was trying to say in using my two co-panelists as examples, libraries are at least closer to the people who are actually using the libraries than publishers are to the people who are using their products. And I think societies are closer to their members in the best cases because they are authors, they are contributors, they are peer reviewers, and so there's an interaction that helps shape content in a way that is more natural.
I think for the most part, publishers are not in that realm. When you listen to some of the success stories, particularly if they're startups, they're spending a lot of time looking at user behavior. I think of Miriam's role at Sparrho as an example of my job is to interact with users, with readers, every single day. There's no role like that in a publishing house. There is no product manager in a publishing house. There are editors who may say that they are responsible for that product, but they aren't.
The domino thing is theoretical. I don't know that that's true, but I know there's no disaggregation. That's a very rare activity. We produce books and we produce monographs. We produce objects, and that's our validation, the act of publishing. And I think if we continue to do that, we won't have too many more conferences like this.
KENNEALLY: I believe Miriam's title is Chief Happiness Officer, and we heard another one of those panelists this morning tell us their surprise when they surveyed authors and found out just how unhappy they are. I wonder whether we've kind of been overlooking that point, that happiness is an important piece of all of this. Satisfaction levels are critical.
We've been concerned about the quality of the peer-reviewed materials and all the other factors that are so critical to publishing, but happiness and customer satisfaction have kind of been overlooked, even in the university. We want to have the biggest, the best collection. Whether people are satisfied with that collection kind of gets overlooked.
O'LEARY: I think the thing I'd say to authors, as an example -if you want to change how content is delivered, you have to change how it's created. In a digital environment, there's no distinction between creation, management, and delivery. They all have to fit together. It's not like three different processes. How you create content determines how it's used in a digital environment.
And so we need to change how authors think about their content, and that's that world view piece. And the only folks who are really working at understanding it are at the margins, the folks closest to the end-users, and not the publishers, for the most part. And I think that that's the real risk.
I periodically write about libraries because I describe them as the first best defense against piracy, because if you're able to deliver what users need, then the problem goes away. And also libraries generally pay for content, so even if they're giving it away for free, it's a pretty cool example. Maybe better partnership around this leads to better policies.
KENNEALLY: Questions? Yes? Maybe you can tell us who you are, too, and if there's a question for a particular member of the panel.
COCHRAN: My name is Angela Cochran. I'm the journals director at the American Society of Civil Engineers. We're in a unique industry in which our buyers -the libraries -are not our end-users. And so when we get feedback about what the users want, but also get feedback that the libraries don't want to pay for the additional functionality on top of the content, we have a bit of a disconnect.
When people ask the question, why aren't publishers being more innovative, it's because nobody wants to pay for that innovation. And the payment that we might get for adding tools that the users may want is increased usage, which may keep us from losing subscriptions, but it's not going to gain us subscriptions. So how do we work out this ecosystem model of providing value to the end-user while still serving the buyer that's the library?
RUSSELL: I'd like to comment on that a little bit because within the last year I had a fairly senior executive from a publishing company come to my campus. I took them to meet with my CFO, my vice president of research, and my provost, all of whom told this person that the current funding model was unsustainable, that the price increases we were seeing unsustainable because our budgets weren't growing at the same pace as the costs that were coming to us in renewed licenses.
And the immediate response from the publisher was that they were adding value and our researchers are going to be happier. All three of my university peers had the same response. They said that they recognized that publishers do not want their information to be a commodity and that they often know their field and can build a platform that has great richness and value for the researcher. But the university budgets are constrained, it's very hard for us to continue to pay for enhanced services when we can't afford to just deliver the content to our researchers.
And if push comes to shove, we're going to look for having -particularly at a comprehensive university -the broadest possible array of content. It is a luxury to try to have these additional tools, and it's a luxury that we cannot afford.
But I thought one of the values of having her come and meet with these people was for her to understand that I'm not an obstacle. The budget flows through me, but I am deeply and richly-connected with my administration and my faculty and am actively seeking to represent the best interests of the whole community. And while that might not mean that I'm going to really help my civil engineers with the added value that you can provide, I'm going to try like crazy to be sure that your content is there.
And I know this was a big issue as the discovery services came up and in effect facilitated bypassing the individual platforms onto which some publishers had put a lot of effort. And I do know that many of our researchers and graduate students know your platforms and go directly to them. They are not going to be using a discovery service because they are deeply into your content and they value the way you deliver it.
But I think it's an economic problem right now that is happening in almost all the research universities. We're coming out of the recession. We're all hoping things are going to get better. But at this point, I am offering less content to my students and faculty than I was four years ago. And so my ability to say I'm going to give up even more in terms of the comprehensiveness of my content in order to pay more to get a better value for a slice, it's a very hard choice, and one I wish I didn't have to make.
KENNEALLY: A candid answer there. Thank you, Judith. Do we have questions on this side of the room? Anyone with a question for our panel? Yes. And tell us who you are.
SHUMAKER: Sure. Dave Shumaker from Catholic University. I wanted to follow up on that comment that was made toward the end about users giving publishers their information and they will receive added value in return -the kind of tradeoff of personal data for customization, personalization, and value. And I'd like to really get Judy as the librarian and Martha as the recovering librarian to respond.
RUSSELL: (laughter) I think we're both in recovery. SHUMAKER: Many of us in ALA -the American Library Association -are very, very concerned about personal data. Libraries have policies, but they have been kind of watching the front door while the personal data goes out the back door. They delete their book circulation records, but they don't pay attention to what the vendors are getting on the digital side. So I just wonder if you both would follow up and assess the prospects for librarians and publishers to come together to build that model whereby personal data can be shared, it can be safeguarded, and it can be used to add value.
KENNEALLY: I'd like to comment before we get to the responses. Policy is for communities, and there's a community here of publishers, librarians and users that are essential components for policy development on this issue. The whole notion of people coming together to solve the problem is important. But, Judith, do you want to take the question first?
RUSSELL: Let me say to those of you who don't know me personally that one of the reasons why I'm an NFAIS member and even an NFAIS Board member is that I became familiar with the organization when I worked in government. When I went to academia I saw enormous value in remaining active because NFAIS is the place where non-partisan conversations are taking place between the not-for-profit, the for-profit, the government and the library sectors.
I've sent a number of my staff to NFAIS meetings since I went to Florida, and they all come back saying that they now realize that when they go to library conferences they are talking to people who are like themselves, but when they go to NFAIS, they are learning how other people view these issues and opportunities and they are learning other ways to address common problems. So that's a little advertisement, but I think a valid one for what's unique about this organization.
I'd bet there's not anyone in the room who doesn't have an Amazon account and who doesn't look at the recommendations Amazon provides based on your purchase. I think a lot of our students, a lot of our users overall, are very trusting of that service. They feel very comfortable with the concept, so this idea that we're increasingly finding services that are recommending services and helping somebody say, well, if you use this, you probably should also be looking at that, I think has become an expectation. But you're right. I don't think we or the users have sufficiently thought about the consequences of exposing the data that is needed in order to receive such a service.
For a lot of the content that the University of Florida licenses, we do so through an IP address range, so you may see that people from the University of Florida are searching, but you're probably not able to identify the individual doing the searching, because their identity is masked through the IP range. And we at the library suffer from the same thing. It is hard for us to say how much of that use was coming from this college or this set of users for whom we are trying to provide support. It isn't often that volume that really should matter. It's how critical the data is to that research team or that particular group of users.
KENNEALLY: Martha, I know that ASM publishes a privacy policy on its website and it goes into great detail on some of these questions. Respond to that notion of the concern around privacy and what we give up when we give up personal data.
WHITTAKER: This is not a library/publisher problem. It's ubiquitous because everybody's going through this. We want all of the services require that we give up our privacy. We want to be able to locate the closest Pizza Hut. We want to be able to find out how we get from my house to yours. We want to have somebody provide sidebar ads on the items for which we are shopping. We like this, and most people kind of get a kick out of it. But at the same time, we're going, oh my God, my privacy! What am I letting out?
In the medical community we have some fairly good protocols about what you can and cannot disclose. But even those are subject to breach. So I think as a society, we either have to get over our obsession with privacy or figure out what the rules really are and make sure that they're fungible enough to change needed, otherwise this battle between the desire for customized services versus the desire to retain privacy will rage forever.
KENNEALLY: Brian O'Leary, a last word on policy and privacy. O'LEARY: I would just say that I am very much in the camp of favoring privacy in all these settings, but what I was advocating earlier is a decision that's controlled by the owner rather than by the institution. No one reads a terms of service agreement that effectively allows a publisher or service provider to gather all this personal information in the background. I think it should be an explicit tradeoff where the transparency is there.
KENNEALLY: Right. Well, I want to thank our panel today, Judith Russell, the Dean of University Libraries, University of Florida; Martha Whittaker, Senior Manager, Marketing Strategy, American Society for Microbiology; and Brian O'Leary, Founder/Principal of Magellan Media Consulting. Thank you all for a terrific conversation on how policy is impacted when meeting user demands related to information usage. Thank you so much.
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